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AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO

MEET

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Armed Services be authorized to
meet at 9:30 a.m. on Tuesday, March 7,
1995, in open session, to receive testi-
mony on the defense authorization re-
quest for fiscal year 1996 and the future
years defense program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Finance
Committee be permitted to meet Tues-
day, March 7, 1995, in room 215 of the
Dirksen Senate Office Building, begin-
ning at 9:00 a.m. and continuing
through most of the day, to conduct a
hearing on the Federal Communica-
tions Commission’s tax certificate pro-
gram.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Tuesday, March 7, 1995, at 10:00
a.m. to hold a hearing on the consider-
ation of ratification of the convention
on conventional weapons (Treaty Doc.
103–25).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Tuesday, March 7, 1995, at 2:00
p.m. to hold a hearing on the overview
of United States policy toward South
Asia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Indian Affairs be authorized to
meet on Tuesday, March 7, 1995, begin-
ning at 10 a.m., in room 485 of the Rus-
sell Senate Office Building on Federal
programs authorized to address the
challenges facing Indian youth.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Tuesday March 7, 1995, at 10:00 a.m.
to hold a hearing on the jury and the
search for truth.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Labor and Human Resources be
authorized to meet for a hearing on
health professions consolidation and

reauthorization, during the session of
the Senate on Tuesday, March 7, 1995 at
9:30 a.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs would like
to request unanimous consent to hold a
joint hearing with the House Commit-
tee on Veterans’ Affairs to receive the
legislative presentation of The Veter-
ans of Foreign Wars. The hearing will
be held on March 7, 1995, at 9:30 a.m., in
room 345 of the Cannon House Office
Building.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON DRINKING WATER,
FISHERIES, AND WILDLIFE

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Drinking Water, Fish-
eries, and Wildlife be granted permis-
sion to meet Tuesday, March 7, at 9:30
a.m. to conduct a legislative hearing
on S. 191 and other pending proposals
to institute a moratorium on certain
activities under authority of the En-
dangered Species Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON OCEANS AND FISHERIES

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Oceans
and Fisheries Subcommittee of the
Senate Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation be author-
ized to meet on March 7, 1995, at 2:30
p.m. on appropriations for the U.S.
Coast Guard in fiscal year 1996.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PARKS, HISTORIC
PRESERVATION, AND RECREATION

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Parks, Historic Preser-
vation, and Recreation of the Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources
be granted permission to meet during
the session of the Senate on Tuesday,
March 7, 1995, for purposes of conduct-
ing a joint hearing with the Sub-
committee on National Parks, Forests
and Lands, of the House Committee on
Resources, which is scheduled to begin
at 9:30 a.m. The purpose of the hearing
is to receive testimony from officials of
the General Accounting Office regard-
ing their on-going study on the health
of the National Park System.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

BUDGET AMENDMENT’S TIME HAS
COME

∑ Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, there was
of a variety of comment before the vote
on the balanced budget amendment,
one of the more sensible appearing in
the Buffalo News, written by Douglas
Turner.

I ask that the column be printed in
the RECORD.

The column follows:
[From the Buffalo News, Feb. 27, 1995]

BUDGET AMENDMENT’S TIME HAS COME; THE
DEMOCRATS ARE MORTGAGING THEIR FU-
TURE BY OPPOSING IT

(By Douglas Turner)

WASHINGTON.—Sen. Daniel Patrick Moy-
nihan predicted on Friday that the Senate
will defeat a proposed amendment to the
Constitution calling for a balanced federal
budget.

If he’s right, and the learned New York
Democrat quite often is, that Senate action
will squelch the bill that easily passed the
House last month.

The crucial Senate vote will probably
come Wednesday or Thursday.

Loss of the amendment will not be good for
the country. Fighting this idea whose time
has come will also be a calamitous loser for
the Democrats. They won’t get the Senate
back in 1996 or 1998 if they win on this week’s
roll call.

It guarantees returning the Republicans to
control of the House after next year’s elec-
tions.

House GOP Campaign chairman Bill Paxon
will say a bigger Republican majority is
needed to offer up this amendment again.

If the amendment fails, the states will be
denied their opportunity to vote on the
measure. This will insult our embattled fed-
eral system. Belief in our national system is
already under heavy attack from junkyard
dog conservatives.

Defeat will be the same as Washington
Democrats saying to the nation: ‘‘We know
you have a legal right to consider this popu-
lar idea, but we don’t trust you, not even
your sophisticated state legislatures, enough
for you to consider it.’’ Dumb.

‘‘Popular’’ doesn’t describe the momentum
behind the balanced budget idea. Eighty per-
cent of the nation wants this amendment.
Even in liberal New York State, support is
overwhelming.

Moynihan is one of the Democrats who
does believe voters are smart enough to un-
derstand. He has spent days, weeks, honing
and delivering his arguments against the
amendment. He’s published a small booklet
about it, and gave a lengthy floor address
last week. He talked about it on ‘‘Meet the
Press’’ again yesterday.

Central to their arguments, and Moy-
nihan’s, is their concern for loss of flexibil-
ity. The amendment, they say, will deprive
Congress of the ability to infuse a sinking
economy with enough federal money to re-
store its vigor.

We’d be inviting a sustained economic De-
pression, they say. Moynihan devised a chart
that shows the big spikes in the national
economy before 1940. These show crippling
variations in gross national product, up and
down by as much as 15 percent in the span of
a couple of years.

Post-1940 variations are mild, and gen-
erally positive, on this chart. These came
after the massive New Deal expansion of the
government bureaucracy and the practice of
‘‘counter-cyclical’’ federal spending.

The chart is an icon to a generation of
politicians and professors steeped in the
Keynesian tradition of demand economics.

The chart looks good until you think
about it. First, it credits special surges in
federal spending for the relative stability of
the post-war economy. But it ignores the
role of such income support programs as So-
cial Security, and the importance of the
labor movement as post-war stabilizers.

It also ignores the fact that the most cele-
brated ‘‘counter-cyclical’’ spending (not
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counting defense) was during the New Deal.
It did build many fine projects, and it helped
hundreds of thousands of individuals. It had
little if any lasting effect on the economy as
a whole.

The last counter-cyclical experience oc-
curred during the recession of 1982–83. To
help the unemployed and help stimulate a
flat economy Congress threw a few billion
into public works and expanded unemploy-
ment benefits.

There is nothing in this proposed amend-
ment that would bar Congress from taking
such modest steps again. If a crisis like the
Depression occurred again, a three-fifths ma-
jority in each house could bypass the amend-
ment’s spending restrictions.

If there were a crisis, the people would re-
spond just as they did in the 1930s. They
threw out a catatonic GOP and installed
Democrats, giving them a three-to-one mar-
gin.

The Democrats are on the wrong side of
this one. Balancing the budget is a liberal
concept, in the classic sense of the word, lib-
erating.

Interest on the debt nearly equals all the
government spends on discretionary pro-
grams, such as disease control, transit, re-
search, aid to cities, education and foster
care.

Interest payments are crowding out aid to
the underprivileged just as much as entitle-
ments. Interest payments go to people rich
enough to buy government securities in
$10,000 and $100,000 lots—not exactly the guy
in your neighborhood Legion hall.

It is a loser for the Democrats on demo-
graphic lines. It is the young voter—not the
aging one—that is going to pay and pay and
pay to get this debt off his back.

For every sophisticated argument against
it, there is an even stronger common sense
argument for balancing the budget—sooner
than later.

The people aren’t dumb.∑

f

HOMICIDES BY GUNSHOT IN NEW
YORK CITY

∑ Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise
to continue my weekly practice of re-
porting to the Senate on the death toll
by gunshot in New York City. Last
week, 12 people lost their lives to bul-
let wounds, bringing this year’s total
to 107.∑

f

ALLEGATIONS REGARDING POTEN-
TIAL NUCLEAR EXPLOSIONS IN
A GEOLOGIC REPOSITORY FOR
SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL

∑ Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, last
Sunday, the New York Times published
a front-page story alleging that geo-
logic disposal of spent nuclear fuel in
Yucca Mountain could result in an
‘‘atomic explosion of buried waste.’’
The story is based on a hypothesis pro-
posed several months ago by two sci-
entists at the Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Dr. Charles D. Bowman
and Dr. Francisco Venneri. Drs. Bow-
man and Venneri, neither of whom is a
geologist, performed some crude cal-
culations on what might happen to plu-
tonium in a geologic repository. They
assumed that 50 to 100 kilograms of
pure plutonium-239 would slowly dif-
fuse through nonabsorbing silicon diox-
ide—not any type of rock actually
found under Yucca Mountain—and then

gradually reach criticality as various
neutron-absorbing elements in the nu-
clear waste diffused away over the mil-
lennia.

We have been told by the New York
Times and by both Senators from Ne-
vada yesterday that three teams of sci-
entists at Los Alamos ‘‘have been un-
able to rebut the assertion’’ of Drs.
Bowman and Venneri. This is simply
not true.

The Los Alamos National Labora-
tory, in fact, did respond to these alle-
gations. It formed three review teams.
A ‘‘Red Team’’ was set up to serve in
the role of skeptic. A ‘‘Blue Team’’ was
set up to take the role of defenders of
the Bowman-Venneri hypothesis. A
‘‘White Team’’ was set up to serve as a
neutral judge of the work of the other
two teams, and to render an overall
judgment as to which was more credi-
ble.

What was the conclusion of the White
Team? I ask that a two-page ‘‘Sum-
mary Critique of Bowman-Venneri
Paper by Internal Review Groups at
Los Alamos,’’ which was publicly re-
leased yesterday by the Los Alamos
National Laboratory, as well as the
complete text of the White Team re-
port, entitled ‘‘Comments on ‘Nuclear
Excursions’ and ‘Criticality Issues’ ’’ be
printed in the RECORD at the end of
this statement.

The White Team report is a devastat-
ing critique of the hypothesis of Drs.
Bowman and Venneri. It states that:

The geological situations in the Bowman
paper are too idealized to validate the pro-
posed scenario.

The assumption of significant plutonium
dispersion into the surrounding medium is
without justification.

The amount of water is overestimated by a
factor of 1000. . . . There is no steam explo-
sion.

The assumptions about the behavior of the
fissile mixture near criticality are not credi-
ble.

There is no credible mechanism for releas-
ing energy on a time scale short enough for
even a steam explosion.

Even when the White Team started
assuming that the impossible would
happen, it still could not find the Bow-
man-Venneri hypothesis credible. For
example, the White Team concluded:

Even if dispersion and criticality are as-
sumed (which is strongly objected to), the
conclusion that an explosion would occur is
incorrect.

Even if dispersion, criticality, and energy
release are assumed, there would be no seri-
ous consequences elsewhere in the repository
or on the surface.

The florid story in the New York
Times and the comments made on the
floor yesterday by my distinguished
colleagues from Nevada illustrate viv-
idly how to misuse science in public
policy debates.

Step No. 1. Ignore peer review. The
New York Times clearly knew that an
internal laboratory review of the Bow-
man-Venneri hypothesis had taken
place, but got the story of that review
completely wrong. Is there any way to
characterize the above statements as
being ‘‘unable to lay [the Bowman-

Venneri hypothesis] to rest,’’ as the
New York Times reported? I don’t see
how. And, of course, no external review
by a scientific journal of this paper has
taken place—it isn’t even clear wheth-
er Drs. Bowman and Venneri have sub-
mitted their calculations to any jour-
nal, other than the New York Times,
for consideration.

Step No. 2. Do not even bother to get
your facts straight. The true story of
the internal Los Alamos review of this
paper was readily available yesterday
to any Member of this body who would
have taken the time to call anyone at
the laboratory whose name was men-
tioned in the New York Times story.

Step No. 3. Just jump on any news
story that seems to support your pre-
conceived view. Blow up the headline
into a big chart, and head directly to
the Senate floor.

Unfortunately, this is not the first
time that we have seen bad science in-
jected into the debate over a perma-
nent geologic repository for spent nu-
clear fuel. In 1989, another DOE sci-
entist named Jerry Szymanski inter-
preted some mineral deposits adjacent
to the Yucca Mountain site as evidence
that ground water repeatedly had risen
well above the level proposed for the
repository in the geologically recent
past. If such an event were to occur in
the lifetime of the repository, it would
flood the waste packages and could re-
sult in a release of radioactive mate-
rial to the environment. But before
this hypothesis could be properly re-
viewed by other scientists,
Szymanski’s report became a media
sensation fueled by, among others, the
New York Times. Eventually, a distin-
guished group of scientists from the
National Academy of Sciences was
asked to evaluate Szymanski’s inter-
pretations and the data upon which he
had based those interpretations. This
panel concluded what the vast major-
ity of DOE and U.S. Geological Survey
scientists had concluded already: that
the mineral deposits were produced by
rainwater at the surface and had noth-
ing to do with fluctuations in the
ground water table at all. That was in
1992. Notwithstanding the NAS conclu-
sion, the State of Nevada continues to
pay large sums of money to
Szymanski, now an independent con-
sultant, to continue beating a dead
horse.

So let me respond in detail to the
specific charges made yesterday by my
distinguished colleagues from Nevada.

The distinguished junior Senator
from Nevada charged that a ‘‘discus-
sion has been going on for months and
months and months’’ involving ‘‘three
teams comprised of 10 scientists—that
is 30 scientists [that] have been unable
to rebut the assertion that there is a
genuine fear that an explosion can
occur in a geologic repository.’’ In fact,
the scientists at Los Alamos were able
to rebut the assertion, and did.

The distinguished senior Senator
from Nevada complained that the Bow-
man-Venneri hypothesis had not been
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